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Meina Tian, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the Board
of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing her appeal from an immigration

judge’s decision denying her application for withholding of removal and relief
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under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). We have jurisdiction under
8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence, Chebchoub v. INS, 257 F.3d
1038, 1042 (9th Cir. 2001), and we deny the petition for review.

The BIA denied Tian’s asylum application as time-barred. Tian does not
challenge this finding in her opening brief.

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s adverse credibility determination
based on inconsistencies regarding the number of times Tian was detained, where
her October 10, 2000 arrest took place, and the date she was fired from her job.
See Don v. Gonzales, 476 F.3d 738, 741-43 (9th Cir. 2007). Substantial evidence
further supports the agency’s adverse credibility determination in light of an
inconsistency between Tian’s testimony and the medical record she submitted
regarding the date she allegedly suffered a forced abortion. See id. Accordingly,
her withholding of removal claim fails.

As Tian’s claim for CAT relief is based on the same evidence the agency
deemed not credible, and she points to no additional evidence that the agency
should have considered regarding the likelihood of torture if she is removed to
China, her CAT claim also fails. See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1157 (9th
Cir. 2003).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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